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REPLY BRIEF 

Appellants submit this Reply Brief to the Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences in response to the Examiner's Answer dated June 4, 2007. 


Response to Examiner's Answer 

Sheldon teaches blends of from 5 wt.% to 90 wt.% propylene impact copolymers 
(ICP) and isotactic polypropylene homopolymers formed from conventional catalysts, 
such as Ziegler-Natta or metallocene catalysts. See, page 2, paragraphs 21 and 28. 
Sheldon further teaches that the blended tapes exhibit better drawability than 
conventional propylene homopolymers. See, page 3, paragraph 37. The polymers of the 
examples were prepared with Ziegler-Natta catalysts. 

The Examiner again states that "Sheldon. . . explicitly teach the use of metallocene 
catalysts" with overlapping tenacities and draw ratios. See, Examiner's Answer at page 
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7, paragraph 4. However, Appellants disagree. First, the polymers exhibiting the 
overlapping tenacities and draw ratios are blends of impact copolymers and 
homopolymers. Second, the homopolymer portion of the blends identified as exhibiting 
the draw ratios and tenacities (as shown in the Examples) are formed with Ziegler-Natta 
catalysts and not metallocene catalysts, as recited in the pending claims. 

Appellants again assert that which is inherent in the prior art, if not known at the 
time of the invention, cannot form a proper basis for rejecting the claimed invention as 
obvious under Section 103. See, In re Shetty, 566 F.2d 81, 86, 195 U.S.P.Q. 753, 756-57 
(C.C.P.A. 1977.) The Examiner has not demonstrated that one skilled in the art 
recognized that metallocene polypropylene films may be capable of producing a lower 
drop in tenacity during weaving than Ziegler-Natta films, as recited in the dependent 
claims. Rather, the Examiner has demonstrated the Sheldon recognized that blending 
propylene homopolymers with impact copolymers resulted in improved tape 
processability. 

Further, the Examiner again is asserting that "the Appellants own specification 
indicates that a typical woven product produced from the inventive film has a tenacity 
within about 10% of the tenacity of the film product". See, Id at page 8, paragraph 4. 
The Federal Circuit has repeatedly warned that the requisite motivation must come from 
the prior art, not Applicant's specification. See, In re Lee, 277 F.3d at 1343. As stated 
previously, The Examiner has not demonstrated that one skilled in the art recognized that 
♦ metallocene polypropylene films may be capable of producing a lower drop in tenacity 

during weaving than Ziegler-Natta films, as recited in the dependent claims. Therefore, 
Appellants respectfully request reversal of the rejection. 
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, the references of record, either alone or in combination, nowhere 
teach, show or suggest the features of the pending claims. Thus, Appellants respectfully 
request reversal of the Section 102(e) and 103(a) rejections of claims 1-2, 4-5, 9-14, 17- 
20 and 26-27. 


Respectfully submitted, 



Tenley R. Kruegei 
Registration No. 51 

Krueger, <P.Q 
P.O. Box 16356 
Sugar Land, Texas, 77496 
Telephone: 281-778-8934 
Fascimile: 281-778-8937 
Attorney for Appellant(s) 
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